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Introduction
Theinfluenceofwrittencorrectivefeedback(WCF)eitherdirecterrorcorrectionor
indirectcorrectivefeedbackongrammaticalerrorsontheacquisitionofgrammaticalforms
inL2hasbeenamajorresearchareainappliedlinguistics.WhereasTruscott(1996,1999,
2007)onceproposedadrasticpolicyofcompletelydispensingwithform-focusedcorrective
feedback,anumberofstudieshaveprovidedevidenceafterwardthatform-focusedfeedback
onL2writers・compositionsnotonlyservedasaneditingtoolbutalsohelpedtheparticipants
gaingreateraccuracyinnew piecesofwriting(Lalande,1982;Ferris,1999,2004;Ashwel,
2000;Chandler,2003;Bitchener,Young,&Cameron,2005;Sheen,2007;Bitchener,2008;Elis,
Sheen,Murakami,& Takashima,2008;Bitchener& Knoch,2008,2009a,2009b;Sheen,
Wright,& Moldawa,2009;VanBeuningen,DeJong,& Kuiken,2012).Ontheotherhand,
onemajorissuethathasnotbeenthoroughlyexploredisL2writers・perceptionofthe
effectivenessofform-focusedfeedback (i.e.,negativefeedback on grammaticalerrors)in
variousEFLclassroom situations.Theirperceptionsofpositiveornegativerolesofeither
form-focusedorcontent-basedfeedbackforlanguageacquisitioncanvaryfrom learning
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Abstract
ThepresentstudyinvestigatedJapaneseEFLwriters・perceptionsoftheeffectsofwritten
correctivefeedback (WCF)on languageacquisition,using semi-structured interviewsand
narrativeanalysis.Theinterviewswith10participantsindicatedthattheypreferredtoreceive
form-focusedfeedbackmorestronglythancontent-basedfeedback.Thiswasbelievedtobe
influencedbytheirlearningexperiencesinhighschoolwheretheuseofpreciselygrammatical
formswasemphasized.However,theyalsoacknowledgedthatcontent-basedfeedbackencouraged
them toworkharderandhelpedthem writeconsistentandcoherentparagraphs/essays.A
questionnairesurveywith42participantsproducedadditionalevidencefortheirstrongreliance
onform-focusedfeedback.Thestudyalsoanalyzed25participants・draftstoevaluatethe
frequenciesatwhichtheyutilizedteacherfeedbackonform,content,orparagraphingtorevise
theirtexts.Theresultsshowedthattheparticipantssuccessfulyutilizedform-focusedand
paragraphing-relatedfeedbackaboutthree-fourthsofthetime,whereastheyexperiencedslightly
greaterdifficultyrespondingtocontent-basedfeedback.
Keywords:form-focusedfeedback,content-basedfeedback,paragraphing-relatedfeedback
contexttocontext.Particularly,Japaneseuniversitystudentswhoreceivedyearsoffocus-
on-forms-orientedtraining(seeLong(1991)andDoughty&Wiliams(1998)forthedefinitionsof
focus-on-form andfocus-on-forms)inhighschools,mayhaveuniqueideasoftherolesof
form-focusedandcontent-basedfeedback,whichmightcontinuetoinfluencethewaythey
respondtoteacherwrittenfeedback.Theirlanguageproficiencyisanothermajorfactorthat
mayinfluencetheirperceptions.Thus,in-depthqualitativeresearchinquiriesarebelievedto
contributetothedevelopmentofmoreeffectiveclassroom teachingplansandsylabusdesign
forEFLwritingcoursesatJapaneseuniversities.
Interestingly,whenFerris(1999)proposedthaterrorcorrectionsshouldbeprovided
becauseoflearners・desireforgrammarfeedback,Truscott(1999)rebuffedthisproposal,
claimingthatlearnersdonotunderstandwhatisbeneficialfortheirownlearning.However,
Truscottdidnotspecifyinwhatwayslearners・preferencesmightormightnotmatchwhat
they needed.Describing EFL learners・perceptionsofWCF in variouslocalclassroom
situationswilbethefirststeptoclarifythisissue.
Thepresentstudyisanactionresearchstudydesignedtoimprovethequalityofan
EFLcoursethattheresearcherteacheshimselfataJapaneseuniversity.Forty-threefirst-
yearstudentswhomajoredinEnglishlanguageandliteratureparticipatedintheproject.
Thedata fortheanalysisoftheirperceptionsofWCF werecolected through semi-
structuredinterviewswith10participantsandaquestionnairesurveywiththeentiregroup.
Theinterviewdatawereanalyzedbymeansofnarrativeanalysis.Thestudyalsoattempted
todeterminethefrequenciesatwhichtheparticipantsrespondedtoteacherfeedbackandhow
successfultheywereincorrectingtheirowngrammaticalerrorsorimprovingthecontent
oftheirwriting andparagraph structuresthrough textanalyses,modeledon Hyland・s
analyticalapproach(2003).Thewrittenfeedbackwascategorizedintothreetypes:form-
focusedfeedbackongrammaticalerrors,feedbackonideationalcontent,andfeedbackon
paragraph construction.Feedback on paragraph structureswassetoffasa separate
categoryfortextanalysisbecausetheparticipantsrespondedtoitinauniqueway.
Methodologicaly,amixed-methodsdesignwasusedwiththequalitativesectionasthe
corepart.Therehavebeenbothpositiveandnegativeopinionsconcerningtheuseofmixed
methods.Ontheonehand,YancharandWiliams(2006)cautionedthataninappropriate
combinationofresearchmethodsmightcontradicttheepistemologicalassumptionsofoneor
bothmethods.Ontheotherhand,JohnsonandOnwuegbuzie(2004)andCreswelandPlano
Clark (2007)argued for positive aspects ofthe mixed methods:i.e.,qualitative and
quantitativeapproachescompensateforeachother・sweaknessesandcanbeusedtoanswer
a broad range ofresearch questions.Johnson and Onwuegbuzie further stated that
researchershaveconsiderablelatitudeindecidingthedegreetowhichoneofthetwophrases
dominatesthestudy.Basedonthislatterview,thepresentstudywasdesignedtobea
mainlyqualitativestudysupportedbysmal-scalequantitativeanalyses.
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LiteratureReview
Thissection reviewsthepaststudiesfororagainsttheprovision ofform-focused
feedback,theinterrelationshipbetweenL2learners・proficienciesandtheirdesireforform-
focusedfeedback,andtheearlierstudiesthatevaluatedL2learners・perceptionsofWCFand
theiractualresponsestoteacherfeedback.
EffectsofWrittenCorrectiveFeedbackonGrammaticalErrors
AsManchon(2011)stated,writingtasksmakeitnecessaryforL2learnerstopaymore
attentiontolinguisticformsanddiscoursefeatures(e.g.,sentencestructures,sentenceor
textconnections,paragraphing)thanoraltasksandpromptL2learnerstorefinetheir
linguisticexpressionstoaccuratelyrepresenttheirideas.Thatis,writingpracticeitselfcan
facilitatelanguageacquisition.However,regardingtheissueofwhetherornotWCFcan
furtherenhancelearners・attentiontolinguisticanddiscoursefeatures,therehavebeenboth
positiveandnegativeopinions.
Truscott(1996,1999,2007)claimedthatgrammarcorrectiondoesnotimproveL2learners・
abilitytowriteaccuratelyatalandarguedforthepolicyofcompletelydispensingwithit.
Althoughacknowledgingthatgrammarcorrectioncouldhelplearnersedittheiressays,he
insistedthatneitherfocusednorunfocusedcorrectivefeedbackcontributestotheiraccuracy
innewpiecesofwriting.ThemajorreasonsforTruscott・sobjectiontoerrorcorrectionwere:
(a)veryfewteacherscandeterminetheirstudents・currentdevelopmentalstageandprovide
feedbackontherightgrammaticalitem attherighttiming;(b)eveniftheteachercan
recognizeandexplainanerror,studentsmaynotunderstandtheexplanation;(c)teachers
wasteanenormousamountoftimecorrectingtheirstudents・errorswhilethestudentstend
toavoidwritingmorecomplexsentencesforfearofmakingmistakes,and;(d)learnersmay
indicatetheirdesireforgrammaticalerrorcorrection butdo notunderstand whatis
beneficialfortheirownlearning.HecitedthestudiesbySemke(1984),Robb,Ross,and
Shortreed(1986),Kepner(1991),andSheppard(1992)tosupporthistheoryandheldafirm
stancethatgrammarcorrectionhasnoroletoplayinlanguageacquisition.
Ontheotherhand,Ferris(1999)arguedthatselective,prioritized,andcleartypesof
errorcorrectionmightbeeffectiveandthatTruscott・stheorizingwasexcessivelystrong.
Ferris(2004)furtherindicatedthatmanyoftheexistingstudiespredictedpositiveeffectsfor
errorcorrectioninL2writingandrecommendedthatteachersprovideWCFtostudents.In
heropinion,theteacherscoulddeepen theirgrammarknowledgeandchoosethemost
appropriateform ofdirectorindirecterrorcorrectiondependingontheirstudents・needs,
goals,andindividualdifferences,andediting itselfisan importantandnecessary step
towardtheacquisitionofbetterwritingskils.
Anumberofstudieshaveprovidedempiricalevidencefortheeffectivenessofgrammatical
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errorcorrection.Bitchener,Young,andCameron(2005)investigatedtheeffectsof(a)explicit
errorcorrectionandstudent-teacherindividualconferencesand(b)explicitcorrectiononlyon
migrantESLstudents・abilitiestouseprepositions,thesimplepasttense,andthedefinite
articleinNew Zealand.Theresultsindicatedthattheexplicitfeedbackwithindividual
conferenceshadasignificantlypositiveeffectontheiraccuracywiththedefinitearticleand
thepasttenserule-governedlinguisticfeaturesalthoughprepositionswerenotequaly
amenabletothesametreatment.Sheen (2007)evaluatedtheeffectsof(a)directerror
correctionwithmetalinguisticfeedbackand(b)directcorrectiononlyonESL students・
acquisition oftheEnglish articlesin theUnited Statesand demonstrated thatboth
treatmentsweremoreeffectivethantheno-feedbacktreatment.Itwasshownthatthe
metalinguisticfeedbackwasparticularlyeffectiveforlong-term acquisition.
BitchenerandhiscoleaguesevaluatedESLstudents・acquisitionoftheEnglishdefinite
andindefinitearticlesinNew Zealand.Bitchener(2008)andBitchenerandKnoch(2008,
2009a)comparedtheeffectivenessof(a)directWCFwithwrittenandoralmetalinguistic
explanation,(b)directWCFwithwrittenexplanation,and(c)directWCFonly.Althree
experimentalgroupsgainedgreateraccuracythanthecontrolgroup.BitchenerandKnoch
(2009b)comparedtheeffectivenessof(a)writtenmeta-linguisticexplanationandanoral
form-focusedreview ofit,(b)writtenmeta-linguisticexplanation,and(c)errorcircling,
concludingthatalofthethreeexperimentalgroupsoutperformedthecontrolgroup.
Theoveralimplicationsofthesestudiesarethat:(a)errorcorrectioncontributesto
languageacquisition;(b)L2learnerstendtoacquiretargetformsmoreaccuratelywhen
guidedtounderstandtherules,insteadofbeingprovidedwithdirectcorrectionalone,and;
(c)somewhatexplicitfeedbackismoreeffective.
LanguageProficiencyandPreferenceforForm-FocusedorContent-BasedFeedback
Itmustalsobenotedthathigher-proficiencyandlower-proficiencyL2learnershave
differentexpectationsconcerning eitherform-focused orcontent-based written feedback.
HedgcockandLefkowitz・s(1994)questionnairesurveywith137FLstudentsstudyingFrench,
Spanish,orGermanand110ESLstudentsshowedthatFLstudentspaidmoreattentionto
form,whereasESLstudentshadastrongerinterestincontentfeedback.ESLstudentsare
normalymoreproficientinthetargetlanguageandhaveexperienceinwritinginbroader
rhetoricalcontexts.Consequently,theyarelessdependentongrammar-orientedfeedback
andmoreinterestedinfinerrhetoricalstructuresandwritingstyles.Ontheotherhand,FL
studentstendtowriteinL2forthepurposeoflanguagepracticeandneedmoreteacher
feedback to assemblegrammaticalsentences.Likewise,Hedgcock and Lefkowitz(1996)
revealedthatFLstudentsperceivedrevisionastheprocessofeliminatingungrammatical
words,phrases,andsentencesandbelievedthatform shouldprecede,andhavepriorityover,
expression ofconceptsand originalideas.In contrast,an ESL studentexpressed her
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preferenceformorecontent-basedfeedback.Inthesamerespect,MontgomeryandBaker
(2007)pointedoutthatstudentsenroledinESLcoursesweremorelikelytopreferform
feedbackthanstudentsworkingondiscipline-basedpapers.Thesethreestudiesilustratethe
factthatL2learners・preferenceforform orcontentfeedbackdependsontheirlanguage
proficiency.
Learners・ResponsetoTeacherWrittenFeedback
Hyland(1998,2003,2011)investigatedESLstudents・responsestoteacherwrittenfeedback
andtheeffectsofWCF on theiracquisition ofwriting skilsthrough semi-structured
interviewswiththeteachersandstudents,teacherthink-aloudprotocols,andanalysisofthe
students・drafts.TheparticipantsweretwoESLteachersandsixESLstudentsenroledin
anEnglishproficiencyprogram ataNewZealanduniversity.
Thequalitativeinterviews(Hyland1998)revealedthatalow-intermediateundergraduate
studentkeptignoringherteacher・sgrammar-focusedfeedbackandendedupbeingseriously
demotivatedbecauseherwritingskilsneverimproved,whileahigh-intermediategraduate
studentrespondedtoherteacher・sform-focusedfeedbackconsistentlybutstillostconfidencein
heroveralwritingabilitiesbecauseherESLteacherdidnotofferanypositivecommentson
hergrammarandgaveanexcessiveamountofnegativefeedback.Hyland(2003)reported
thatanotherhigh-intermediategraduatestudentreceivedonlyarticle-relatedfeedbackfrom
herteacherandfeltdissatisfiedattheteacher・sfailuretoprovideanyfeedbackonmore
complexsentence-structureproblems.Hyland(2011)showedthatamalelow-intermediate
undergraduatestudentactivelyutilizedtheform-focusedfeedbackandboldlyexperimented
withvocabularyandstructuresinhopesofreceivingmoregrammarfeedback.Inthiscase,
thestudent・slinguisticskilsinwrittenandspokenEnglishgradualyimproved.
Theseinterviewresultssuggestedthat:(a)teachersneedtopaycloseattentiontoindividual
learners・personalbackgroundsandexpectations;(b)writtenteacherfeedbackisindispensable
forL2writing,butintensivefeedbackonaparticulargrammaticalpointcankeeplearners
from practicingoracquiringmorecomplexforms,and;(c)learners・failure,orrefusal,to
payattentiontotheteacher・sform-focusedfeedbackcaninvalidatetheeffectivenessofteacher
feedback.
Inadditiontotheinterview data,Hyland(2003)computedtheratioofthenumberof
form-focusedfeedbackpointstotherelatedrevisionsinthestudents・newdraftsinorderto
evaluatethedegreetowhichthestudentsutilizedtheprovidedfeedbacktosuccessfuly
revisetheirdrafts.Fiveoutofthesixparticipantsusedahighproportionoftheform-
focusedfeedbacktorevisetheirdrafts.
Overal,thereviewoftheliteraturehassuggestedthatform-focusedWCFplayspositive
rolesforL2learners・acquisitionofgrammaticalforms(particularly,rule-governedlinguistic
features)butthatthelearners・languageproficienciestendtoinfluencetheirdesirefor
（５）
eitherform-focusedorcontent-basedfeedback.ThereisapossibilitythatJapaneseEFL
studentsmightperceivetheeffectivenessofform-focusedfeedbackdifferentlyfrom ESL
studentsabovedescribedbecausetheL2activitiesinwhichtheyhavebeenengagingare
considerablydifferent.Furthermore,thelearners・observationsmightbebestanalyzedin
combinationwiththeirsuccessfulorunsuccessfulresponsestoteacherfeedback.
ResearchQuestions
Thefolowingtworesearchquestionsguidedthepresentstudy.
ResearchQuestion1:How doJapaneseEFL writersperceivetheeffectsofform-focused
feedbackandcontent-basedfeedbackontheiracquisitionofgrammaticalformsandL2
writingskils?
ResearchQuestion2:Howeffectivelydotheparticipantsutilizetheteacherwrittenfeedback
torevisetheirdrafts?
Therewasnoapriorihypothesisforeitherresearchquestionproposed.
Method
ResearchSiteandParticipants
Thepresentprojectisanactionresearchstudytoidentifywaystoimprovethequality
ofanEFL courseataJapaneseuniversityinTokyoand,bydoingso,bridgethegap
betweenacademicresearchandclassroom teaching(seeWalace(1998)andBurns(2005)for
thepurposesofaction research).Itisbeyond thescopeand natureofthisstudy to
generalizebeyonditsboundary.Theteacherwastheresearcherhimself,and43first-year
studentsenroledinthereadingandwritingcourseinthefalof2014(n＝25)orinthe
springof2015(n＝18)participatedintheresearchproject.Thestudentswerealfemaleand
majoredinEnglishlanguageandliterature.Themeanofthe2014group・sTOEICscoreswas
519.80(SD＝14.92),andthatofthe2015group・sscoreswas393.06(SD＝68.09).
Forty-twoofthe43participantsrespondedtoaquestionnairesurvey,and10(sixin2104
andfourin2015)voluntarilyparticipatedininterviewsessions.Thetextanalysis,designed
tomeasurethestudents・responsetofeedback,wasconductedonthe278draftssubmittedby
the2014groupalone.Thiswasbecausemostparticipantsin2014submittedacompleteset
ofdraftsforeachwritingassignmentwhereasthe2015participantsfailedtosubmitthe
requireddraftsmoreoften.ThelattergroupwasalsouniqueinthattheirTOEICmeanwas
somewhatlowerand thestandard deviation waslarge,indicating noticeableindividual
differences.Therefore,asfarasthestatisticalanalysiswasconcerned,theresearcherdecided
tousethe2014dataalone.
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InstructionalProcedure
Theparticipantssubmittedthreedraftsforeachofthefourwritingassignmentsduring
thesemester,thatis,afterreceivingtheteacher・sexplanationsabouttheparagraphstructure
foranew rhetoricalpatternandengagingincontroledwritingexercises.Regardingthe
firsttwowritingassignmentsforthe2014group,theteacherprovidedcontent-basedfeedback
andparagraph-structurefeedbackonthefirstdraftandprovidedform-focusedfeedbackon
theseconddraft,usingerrorcodes(e.g.,WW forwrongword,artforarticles).Asforthe
thirdandfourthwritingtasks,however,theteachermodifiedhispolicyandprovidedsome
form-focusedfeedback,aswelascontent-basedfeedback,onthefirstdraftandoffered
additionalform feedbackontheseconddraft.Thiswasbecausetheintervieweesin2014
expressedtheirpreferenceforcontinualprovisionofform feedback.Onthethirddraft,the
teachercorrectedal theremaining grammaticalerrorsdirectly andofferedan overal
commentoneachparticipant・swriting.Thegradesweregivenonlyonthelastdraftbased
onthequalityofthefinalproductandtheparticipants・effortsintherevisingprocesses.
InstrumentationandProcedureforDataColection
Interviewdesignandprocedure.Semi-structuredinterviewswereconductedtounderstand
how theparticipantsperceived,orreactedto,teacherwrittenfeedback.Interviewscanbe
regardedas・meaningfulspeechorconversationsbetweentheinterviewerandtheinterviewee・
(Mishler,1986,pp.1011)andareutilizedtounderstand・thelivedexperienceofotherpeople
andthemeaningtheymakeofthatexperience・(Seidman,2006,p.9).Inthepresentstudy,
theinterviewerencouraged theinformantsto recounttheirpersonallanguage-learning
experiences,incidents,orepisodesduring thecourseworkorany previouslearning
experiencesandtriedtofindcommonalitiesamongdifferentobservationswithinorbetween
informants.Theinterviews,conductedinJapanese,encouragedanin-depthdescriptionofthe
participants・beliefsaboutpositiveandnegativeaspectsofWCFandelicitedtherecounting
oftheirexperienceswithoutbeingoverlydependentonasetofformalyphrasedquestions.
Theresearcherconductedaltheinterviewsbyhimselfandinterviewedoneparticipant
atatimeinhisofficewhichalparticipantshadvisitedbeforeatleastonceortwice.With
theinterviewees・consent,alinterviewswereaudiotapedfrom thebeginningtotheendfor
latertranscription.Eachinterviewsessiontookabout20minutes,andeachparticipantwas
interviewedtwice.Thefirst-roundinterviewswereadministeredatahalf-waypointduring
thesemester.BroadquestionshadbeenpreparedconcerningtheirL2writingstrategies,
theirperceptionsoftherolesofwrittenfeedback,andthetypeoramountoffeedbackthey
preferredtoreceive.Thesecondinterviewswereconductedattheendofthesemestertoask
folow-upquestionsregardingthemajorissuesbroughtupduringthefirstinterviewsand
theparticipants・reflectionsontheirexperiencesconcerningthein-classandtake-homewriting
assignments.
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Questionnairesurvey.Aquestionnairesurveywasadministeredatthelastclasssession
toevaluatealtheparticipants・perceptionsofWCF.Onestudentwasabsent,andtheN-size
wasreducedto42.
Theparticipantswere,first,askedtoindicatetheirpreferenceforreceivingeitherform-
focusedfeedbackorcontent-basedfeedbackontheanswersheet;theywerealowedtochoose
bothalternatives.Thosewhowantedtoreceiveform feedbackwerefurtheraskedtoindicate
(a)theerrorcategorieson which they wantedfeedback (e.g.,syntax,lexicalitemsor
phrases,paragraphconstructiondevices,speling,mechanics),(b)theirpreferenceforfocused
orunfocusedfeedback(e.g.,alerrors,onemajortargetform,twoorthreeerrorsperessay,
fourorfiveerrorsperessay,asomewhatlimitednumberoferrorsiftheerrorswere
numerous),and (c)thetypesofcorrectivefeedback they preferred (e.g.,directerror
correction,useoferrorcodes,circlingorunderlining,indicationofthenumberoferrorsper
page,metalinguisticexplanation,provisionofreformulatedsamples).Multipleanswerswere
permitted.Regardingthecontent-basedfeedback,theparticipantswereaskedtospecify
whethertheypreferred:(a)onlycontentfeedback,(b)bothcontentandformfeedback,(c)brief
commentsthatevidencedthattheteacherhadreadtheiressays,and(d)positivecomments
thatencouragedthem towritemore.Theirresponsestothesurveyquestionsweredesigned
tobecomparedwiththeinterviewees・comments,althoughonlythemajorfindingsthat
resonated,orwerecontrasted,withtheinterview resultsaresummarizedandreportedin
theResultssection.
Writingsample.Asabovementioned,theparticipantswereaskedtosubmitthreedrafts
foreachofthefourwritingassignments,andthedraftssubmittedbythe2014students
wereused.However,asafewstudentsmissedafewdraftseach,thetotalnumberofdrafts
foranalysiswas278.
With theparticipants・consent,theresearcher/teachermadeXeroxedcopiesofal
draftsonwhichhehadwrittenerrorcodesorcommentsbeforereturningtheoriginaldrafts
sothathecouldtracktheirself-correctionsfrom Draft1toDraft2orfrom Draft2to
Draft3.Thetypesofcorrection (form,content,andparagraph)andtheparticipants・
response(successfulrevision,unsuccessfulrevision,andnoresponse)werecross-tabulated,
andinterestingtypesoferrorsorself-correctionswerehighlightedincolorforqualitative
analysis.
InstrumentationandProcedureforDataAnalysis
Transcription.Al tapedinterviewswerefirsttranscribedverbatim andwerelater
editedtotheextentthatthemeaningsofmessageswerenotaffected.AccordingtoKvale
(1996),researchers are alowed to either transcribe an interview verbatim ifdetailed
linguisticfeaturesservesomeanalyticalpurposesortoedittheinterviewee・sstatementsinto
amoreformalstyle,summarizing partsthatcarry littlerelevantinformation.Cut-off
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verbatim quotesmayevenembarrassordispleasetheintervieweesiftheyarenotinaccord
withthewaytheyintendedtoexpresstheirmessage.Inthepresentstudy,unnecessaryor
nonstandard linguistic features,such as interjections,false starts,coloquialsentence
endings,andunimportantrepetitions,weredeletedfrom thequotedtextsinordernotto
distractthereaders・attention.
Narrativeanalysis.Narrativepartswereextractedfrom thetranscriptsandanalyzedin
ordertounderstandlearners・experiencesandperceptionsandtofindcommonalitiesamong
differentobservationsandstatementswithinorbetweentheparticipants.
ConnelyandClandinin(1990)emphasizedtheimportanceofnarrativeanalysissaying
that・humansarestorytelingorganismswho,individualyandsocialy,leadstoriedlives・
(p.2).Casanave(2005)furtherexplainedthat・narrativeconnectsandconfigurespartsof
humanexperiencesintomeaningfullargerchunks・(p.18).Thenarratorandtheresearcher
colaborativelyconstructmeanings;theformertelsandretelsstoriesovertime,andthe
latterconstructshis/herstoriesandmeaningsforparticularresearchpurposes.
Anothermajoraspectofnarrativeanalysisisfindingcommonalitiesbetweendifferent
eventsorstories.Storiesfrom differentsourcesmay constitutesimilarpatterns,and
particularstoriesoreventsrecounted can becategorized intogenres,generating what
Bruner(1996)referredtoasgenericparticularity.Inthesamerespect,Polkinghorne(1997)
proposedthatanarrativeformatpresentseventsandactionsfrom adiachronicperspective
andtransformsaseriesofseeminglydisconnectedhappeningsintoaunifiedstory.This
helpstoaccountforacommon causeorpurpose.Carefulobservationsarebelievedto
provideclearly defined genresinto which particularcasesoflearning experiencesand
strategiesmightfal.
Someinterviewees・observationsarequotedintheResultssection,usingpseudonyms,to
relatetheirinterestingnarrativestotheirpersonalbackgroundsandidiosyncrasies.
Analysisofnon-narrativedata.Sentence-levelstatementsthatdidnotconstitutestories
wereusedtosupportorbridgethenarrativedata,usingatraditionalsystem forcodingand
categorizinginterviewdata(Miles&Huberman,1994).Aninitiallistofcategoriesincluded:
(a)effectivenessofWCF,(b)form-focusedorcontent-basedfeedback,and(c)responseto
teacherfeedback.Meaningfulideas,facts,andkeywordsweremarkedinthetranscriptsand
tentatively labeled using provisionalcodes.Whileexamining thedata,theresearcher
continualyre-categorizedthecodes,orcategories,toclustersimilarfactsandideasfor
analysisandinterpretation.
Textanalysis.Theparticipants・draftswereanalyzedtoevaluatethefrequenciesat
whichtheyrespondedtotheteacher・swrittenfeedback.Thenumberofusablefeedback
pointsprovidedandthenumberoffeedbackpointsthattheparticipantsrespondedtowere
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countedinordertomeasuretheextenttowhichtheparticipantsattendedto,orutilized,the
feedback.ModeledonHyland・sprocedure(1998,2003),first,thenumberofteacherfeedback
instancesinlearners・draftswereidentifiedandcountedandwere,subsequently,categorized
intoform feedback,contentfeedback,andparagraphfeedback.Second,theproportionsof
thefeedbackpointsthattheparticipantsutilizedtorevisetheirdrafts,eitherperfectlyor
imperfectly,werecomputed.Boththestudents・self-correctionsintheseconddraftsbasedon
thefirst-draftfeedbackandtheircorrectionsinthethirddraftsbasedonthesecond-draft
feedbackwerecounted.Thedraftswerealsoqualitativelyanalyzedtofindiftherewereany
uniquepatternsinthewaytheparticipantsattendedto,orprocessed,teacherfeedback.
Preliminaryandfinalessaytests.Preliminaryandfinalessaytestswereadministered
tothe2014class(n＝25).Anassessmentoftheiroveralimprovementinwritingoverthe
semesterwasbelievedtodemonstratethattheEFLcoursewasgeneralyeffectiveenoughto
constituteasoundresearchenvironment.Thepreliminaryandfinalessaytestsrequired
participantstodescribewhattheywoulddoiftheywerethekingofacountryorifthey
hadbeenraisedasaperfectlybalancedbilingual,respectively.Thewriter/researcherand
anotherexperiencedEFLteacherwithaPh.D.inthefieldoflanguageandculturegraded
thepreliminaryandfinalessaysholisticalyona5-pointscalebasedonthecriteriaof
content, grammar, vocabulary, paragraph construction, and sociolinguistic skils.
Participantsreceivedfivepointsiftheirwritingwasnearlyperfectintermsofthesefive
criteriaandonepointifitwastotalyunacceptable.Theyearnedfourpointsforgoodwork,
threepointsforacceptablework,andtwopointsforsomewhatproblematicwriting.A
paired-samplest-testwasperformedtodeterminewhetherornotthemeansforthetwo
testsdifferedsignificantly.Thealphalevelwassetat0.05.
Results
PreferenceforForm-FocusedorContent-BasedFeedback
Inordertounderstandwhichcategoryoffeedbacktheparticipantspreferredtoreceive
(i.e.,form-focusedfeedback orcontent-basedfeedback),semi-structuredinterviewsanda
questionnairesurveywereconducted.
Firstofal,the10intervieweesunanimously expressed theirpreferenceforform-
focusedfeedback,whichwasaffirmedbythefactthatal 42questionnairerespondents
indicatedtheirdesireforgrammaticalerrorcorrection.Itisnoteworthythattherewasno
differencebetweenthe2014groupandthe2015groupdespiteanotabledifferenceintheir
TOEICscores.Theintervieweesagreedthataccurategrammaticalknowledgewasimportant
forconveyingamessagecorrectlyinL2andsharedthecommonfeelingthattheywouldbe
likelytomakethesamemistakesrepeatedlyunlesstheteacherintervenedandcorrected
theirerrors.AlthoughwritingpracticeitselfmightfacilitateEFLlearners・acquisitionof
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writingskilstosomeextent,theybelievedthatitwasimperativethattheylearnaccurate
grammaticalformsthroughWCFatearlystagesofL2writingtraining.
花子：書くってことはやはり文法的な順番にきれいに並べることによって英語がしっかりとした文章
として成り立つと思うので，一番最初に文法を直してもらった方が，コツとしてもここが間違っ
ていたっていうのが最初に分かるのでいいと思います。
Hanako:Ithinkthat,asfaraswritingisconcerned,wecancomposeagoodEnglish
passageonlybyputtingtogethersentencesbasedongrammaticalrules,soit・sbestto
haveourgrammaticalerrorscorrectedattheearlieststageofwritingtraining.By
doingso,we・lnoticewhatwaswrongandgetaknack［forL2composition］.(Hanako
Interview1)
恵：間違ったものをそのままずっと，間違ったままで続けてしまうと，その癖が抜けなくなるかもし
れないので，添削は必要だと思います。
Megumi:Ifwekeepusingungrammaticalformswithoutbeingcorrected,wemayneverkick
thebadhabits.So,Ithinkerrorcorrectionisnecessary.(MegumiInterview1)
Hanako・sreactiontothewaythattheteacherprovidedcontent-basedfeedbackfirstand
form-focusedfeedbacklaterofferedaninsightintohow JapaneselearnersperceivedWCF.
HopingtobeanEFLteacherinelementaryschool,sheassumedthatgrammaticalaccuracy
wasimportantandhadalwayshadexpectationsofgrammaticalerrorcorrectiononevery
draft.Therefore,whenshewasgivenbackthefirstdraftwithveryfewerrorcorrectionson
it,shemistakenlyassumedthatherwritingwasnearlyperfect.Then,shewasshockedto
findalargenumberofgrammaticalerrorsindicatedonherseconddraft.
花子：最初に内容を直してもらっているというのは後で気づいたんですけど，最初のドラフトを返し
てもらった時，文法の間違いがないのかなって勘違いしたんですよ。で，2番目のドラフトが真
っ赤になって返ってきて，ああこんなに間違ってたんだって思って。その分けてあるのが分かっ
てなかったので，なんで後からもう一回なんだろうって。
Hanako:ThoughIlaterrealizedweweresupposedtoreceivecontent-basedfeedbackonthe
firstdraft,atthetimeIgotmyfirstdraftback,IjustthoughtIhadn・tmadeany
grammaticalerrors.Then,whenIgotbackmyseconddraftmarkedupinred,Iwas
shockedatthefactthatI・dactualymadesomanyerrors.AsIhadn・trealizedcontent
andform feedbackwerebeingprovidedseparately,IwonderedwhyIwasreceivingmore
errorcorrectionsontheseconddraft.(HanakoInterview1)
L2writingactivitiesinJapanesehighschoolswerenormalylimitedtofocus-on-forms
compositionpractice,anditmighthavehadalastingeffectonthestudents・perceptionof
whatWCFwassupposedtobe.Interestingly,Meiwasanexceptionalfirst-yearEFLwriter
inthatshehadreceivedsystematictraininginparagraphwritinginhighschool,buther
（11）
high-schoolexperiencehasprovidedstrongevidenceindicatingthatJapaneseEFLlearners・
perceptionofWCFwasheavilyinfluencedbythehigh-schoolclassroom culture.Shehad
enteredtheuniversityonrecommendation,andtheonlytestthatshetookwasanEnglish
essay-writingtest.Inpreparation,shehadpersonalyreceivedwritingtrainingfrom her
high-schoolteacher.Shesubmittedanew drafttoherEnglishteacheralmostonadaily
basis,workingonanewtopiceveryweek.Herparagraph-writingtrainingwasveryintensive
andlastedforaboutahalfyear.However,whensheexperienceddifficultieswiththeuseof
relativepronouns,herteacherhadengagedheringrammaranalysisexercisesagaintohelp
herunderstandthetargetstructureexplicitly,i.e.,revertingfrom communicativewriting
practicetosentence-levelfocus-on-formswritingexercises.Whenaskedinaninterviewhow
shemighthandlethehypotheticalconditionalamorecomplexgrammaticalforminfree
writing,Meijocularlyansweredthatshewouldtrynottousethatform inthefirstplace.
Inacontextwheretheuseofahypotheticalconditionalwasunavoidable,sheadmittedthat
shewouldchoosetounderstandthestructureexplicitlythroughobjectivegrammaranalysis
exercises.
Form-focusedfeedbackwasalsoappreciatedbysomestudentsasanefficientform of
scaffolding.Yuno,whowasnotconfidentaboutherL2grammaticalaccuracyandwriting
skils,wassoconcernedabouthergrammaticalmistakesthatshehadtendedtousevery
easystructuresandvocabularyitems,resortingtoafail-safestrategy.Then,theteacher・s
provisionoferrorcorrectionsormoreappropriatelexicalitemsencouragedhertotakerisks
toproduceideationalydenser,andstructuralymorecomplex,writings.Inotherwords,she
feltthatherattentionalresourcesweresolimitedthatshecouldnotattendtocontentand
form atthesametimeandthattheteacher・sprovisionofnegativefeedbackongrammatical
errorshelpedtoeasetheburden andmotivatedhertotry toexpressherideasmore
specificaly.
Regardingthespecificsyntacticrulestheyfounddifficult,theintervieweesexpressed
theirdesireforfeedbackonverbconjugation,definiteandindefinitearticles,simple-pastand
remote-pasttenses,thepluralmarker-s,andpastparticiple.Somealsosaidthattheaccurate
useofconjunctives(e.g.,because),adverbialconjunctives(e.g.,therefore),relativepronouns,
hypotheticalconditionals,infinitives,anddirectandindirectspeechposedachalengeto
them.Satsuki,whowasalwaysonthelookoutfornew learningstrategies,andMegumi,
whodidthoroughresearchandwrotelengthyandinformativeessays,bothfeltthatWCF
wasparticularlyeffectiveforrule-governeditemsliketenseagreement.
Anothermajorcategoryoflinguisticknowledgethattheparticipantsexpectedtolearn
throughteacherfeedbackwasvocabulary.Mostintervieweesunderstoodtheimportanceof
broadandaccuratelexicalknowledgeandacknowledgedthattheirvocabulary wastoo
limitedtoexpressnuancesorcomposesophisticatedsentencesinEnglish.Izumisaidthat
herwritingstendedtobelike・junior-highsecond-grader・scomposition,・believingthatshe
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only usedbasicvocabulary items,and,therefore,appreciatedtheteacher・sprovision of
conciseoridiomaticlexicalphraseswhereshewaslikely touseawkward,convoluted
expressions.
泉：なんか，何とかの何とかの何とかって言いたい時にofがいっぱい出てきちゃったりするから，
そうするとなんかウザいんじゃないかなって思っちゃうから，そういうのをどうやって短くすれ
ばいいのかなって。
Izumi:WhenIwanttosay・somethingofsomethingofsomething,・Iendupusingofmany
timesinonesentence.Then,Ifeelthatmysentenceiskindofcornyandwonderhow
Icanshortenthephrase.(IzumiInterview)
Inthesamerespect,Yunoalsoexpressedherdesireforrepeatedfeedbackonheruseof
idiomsandlexicalphrases.
Thequestionnairesurveyshowedthat39outofthe42wishedforfeedbackontheir
inappropriateuseofwordsandlexicalphrases.Twenty-onestudentin2014indicatedtheir
desireforfeedback on lexicalitemsand18in 2015indicatedso;again,therewasno
noticeabledifferencebetweenthetwogroups.
Theintervieweesshowedcomparativelylessinterestincontent-basedfeedbackthanin
form-focusedfeedback.However,someintervieweesfeltthatcommentsthatpraisedthe
contentoftheirwritingencouragedthem toworkharder.Forexample,Satsukistatedthat
content-basedcommentsmadeherwritinganddraftingmoreenjoyablebecauseitreassured
herthatreal-lifeinterpersonalcommunicationwastakingplacebetweenher,asthewriter,
and the teacher.Regarding more technicaladvice,Shioriappreciated the comments
indicatingthatacertainpartofherparagraphneededtobeelaboratedonorthather
descriptionhaddeviatedfrom themaintopic.Meiperceivedherhigh-schoolteacher・sadvice
fordevelopingstrategiestoattractthetargetreaders・attentionasusefulandremembered
thisguidanceasauniversitystudent.Theimplicationisthatform andcontentfeedbackhad
differentrolestoplay.
Thequestionnaireresultsshowedthat37participants(21in2014and16in2015)outof
the42preferredtoreceivecontent-basedfeedback.Ten (six in 2014andfourin 2015)
expressedtheirdesireformorecontent-basedfeedbackthanform-focusedfeedback,although
theresearcheridentifiedthat,overal,theyneededbothtypesoffeedback,basedonthe
interviewandsurveydata.
Coincidentaly,someoftheintervieweesalsomentionedthatthecontent-basedand
form-focusedfeedbackplayeddifferentrolesintheirL1andL2.Thatis,theydidnotfeel
anyneedforform-focusedfeedbackinJapanesebecauseitwastheirfirstlanguageandthey
wereconfidentabouttheirabilitytocomposegrammaticalsentencesandmakethemselves
understood.Althoughtheymightoccasionalyendupusinglong-windedexpressionsormix
thesentenceendingsfortherespectfulandplainwritingstyles(e.g.,desu/masuasopposed
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toda/dearu),theyfeltthattheycouldstilcomposecomprehensiblesentences.Instead,they
appreciated theteacher・scommentson theincoherentorinconsistentaspectsoftheir
discourseorganization,whichwaslikelytocausesemanticorpragmaticambiguity.Onthe
otherhand,inEnglishcomposition,form-focusedfeedbackontheiruseofsyntacticor
lexicalformswasindispensableforaccuratecommunicationofmessages.Inotherwords,
whentheybecomemoreadvancedinEnglish,theymaybeincreasinglyinterestedincontent-
basedfeedback.
Twenty(10in2014and10in2015)outof42surveyrespondentsindicatedtheirdesire
forfeedbackonparagraphstructure.However,paragraphfeedbackcanoverlapcontent-
basedfeedback(e.g.,cohesiveorganizationofideasorelaborationonimportantpoints)or
form-focusedfeedback(e.g.,useofsequencemarkers).Therefore,participants・comments
directlyrelatedtoparagraphstructurefeedbackwerefewinnumber.
ResponsetoTeacherFeedback
Thequantitativeassessmentoftheextenttowhichtheyutilizedwrittenfeedbackto
revisetheirdraftswasimplementedmainlybymeansoftextanalyses,partialysupported
byinterviewdata.Thetableshowsthefrequenciesatwhichteacherfeedbackwasprovided
andthefrequenciesatwhichtheparticipantsrespondedcorrectly,orpartialycorrectly,to
theprovidedfeedback.Thenumbersinparenthesesindicatetheproportionsofeachcategory
ofresponse:form-focused,content-based,andparagraphing-relatedfeedback.
First,thenumberofform-focusedfeedbackpointsthattheteacherprovidedonalthe
submitteddraftswas516,whichwasbyfargreaterthanthecombinednumberofcontent-
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Table
ResponsetotheProvidedWCF
FeedbackOffered Repaired PartialyRepaired NotRepaired
Task1Form 70 46(66％) 0(0％) 24(34％)
Task1Paragraph 19 12(63％) 0(0％) 7(37％)
Task1Content 4 3(75％) 0(0％) 1(25％)
Task2Form 105 76(72％) 2(2％) 27(26％)
Task2Paragraph 30 21(70％) 0(0％) 9(30％)
Task2Content 16 12(75％) 0(0％) 4(25％)
Task3Form 195 143(73％) 6(3％) 46(24％)
Task3Paragraph 5 4(80％) 0(0％) 1(20％)
Task3Content 4 2(50％) 0(0％) 2(50％)
Task4Form 146 112(77％) 9(6％) 25(17％)
Task4Paragraph 2 2(100％) 0(0％) 0(0％)
Task4Content 6 2(33％) 1(17％) 3(50％)
Form Total 516 377(73％) 17(3％) 122(24％)
ParagraphTotal 56 39(70％) 0(0％) 17(30％)
ContentTotal 30 19(63％) 1(3％) 10(33％)
based points(30)and paragraph feedback points(56).Theskewed proportionscan be
accountedforbythefactthattheparticipantswereenroledintheirinauguraluniversity
EFLwritingcourse.Writingassignmentsonmoresophisticatedtopicsmightrequiremore
content-basedfeedback.Theteacher・sbiasfor,orinstructionalemphasison,form-focused
instructionisalsoacknowledged.
Overal,theparticipants・closeattentiontothefeedbackandtheireffortstoutilizethem
wereclearlyrecognized.Theyrespondedto377outof516form-focusedfeedbackpointsto
repairtheirerrorscorrectly(73％).Theysometimestransformedtheindicatedpartsinto
imperfectforms(17instancesor3％),butsuchcaseswererare.A one-waychi-squaretest
wasconducted to determinethelevelofstatisticalsignificance,and theresultswere
significant,χ
2
(2,516)＝398.55,p＝0.001.Theproportionofstudentswhorepairedtheirerrors
perfectly(P＝0.73)wasmuchgreaterthanthehypothesizedproportionof0.33,whereasthe
proportionofthosewhopartialycorrectedtheirerrors(P＝0.03)andtheproportionof
thosewhodidnotrepairtheerrors(P＝0.24)werelessthanthehypothesizedproportionsof
0.33.
Theteacherendeavoredtoprovidefeedbackoneveryerror.Thenumberofform-focused
feedbackpointsheoffered,which,consequently,roughlycorrespondedtothenumberof
errorsthattheparticipantsmade,variedfrom tasktotask.Hence,thenumberofteacher
feedbackpoints(orstudenterrors)didnotlinearlydecreaseoverthesemester.Forexample,
thefirstwritingtask,whichrequiredthewriterstodescribethewayfrom onegeographical
locationtoanother,wascomparativelyeasy,andtheteacherprovided70feedbackpoints.In
response,theparticipantsrepaired46oftheirerrorscorrectly (66％).Thesecondtask
required participants to describe their partners・ physical features and personality
characteristics;theyutilized76ofthe105pointsoffeedbacktorepairtheirerrors(72％).
Thethirdtask,whichrequiredtheparticipantstopresentpersonalopinions,wassomewhat
moredifficult;theyrespondedcorrectlyto143outofthe195feedbackpoints(73％).Finaly,
thefourthtaskrequiredthewritingofacomparison/contrastessay;theyutilized112ofthe
146feedbackpointstorepairtheirerrors(77％).Eventhoughthenumberoffeedbackpoints
providedvariedfrom tasktotask,therateatwhichtheparticipantsutilizedform-focused
feedbacktosuccessfulyrevisetheirdraftsremainedmoreorlessthesamethroughoutthe
semester.
Ontheotherhand,theparticipantsrespondedcorrectlyto19outof30content-based
comments(63％).Theresultsofaone-waychi-squaretestweresignificant,χ
2
(2,30)＝16.20,
p＝0.001.Theproportionofstudentswhorepairedtheirerrorscorrectly(P＝0.63)wasmuch
greaterthanthehypothesizedproportionof0.33.Theproportionofthosewhocorrected
theirerrorspartialy (P＝0.03)waslessthan thehypothesizedproportion of0.33.The
proportionofthosewhodidnotrepairtheerrors(P＝0.33)wasthesameasthehypothesized
proportion.Studentshadslightlygreaterdifficultyutilizingcontent-basedfeedbackthan
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whenhandlingform-focusedfeedback.
Theyrespondedcorrectlyto39outofthe56paragraph-structurefeedbackpoints(70％),
successfulyrevisingtheirdraftsapproximatelytwo-thirdsofthetime.Theresultsofaone-
waychi-squaretestweresignificant,χ
2
(2,56)＝8.64,p＝0.003.Theproportionofstudentswho
repairedtheirerrorscorrectly(P＝0.70)wasmuchgreaterthanthehypothesizedproportion
of0.33,whereastheproportionofthosewhodidnotrepairtheerrors(P＝0.30)wasless
thanthehypothesizedproportionof0.33.
Afirst-handexaminationofthesubmittedtextsprovidedadditionalevidencethatmost
participantsweremethodicaly checking theprovided feedback in theprocessoftheir
drafting.Theywereinstructedtostapleanew draftontopoftheearlierversion(s)and
submitaltheversionsforthesamewritingtask.Asfarastheseconddraftofthefirst
writingassignmentwasconcerned,12outofthe24studentstickedoffeacherrorcorrection
onthedraftthattheyhadgottenbackfrom theteacherandwrote,inpencil,therepaired
form aboveorbelow itbeforetypinguptherevisedversionforsubmission.Inscribingthe
repairedformsontheoriginaldraftinpencilwasnotpartoftherequiredresubmission
procedure,andtheyvoluntarilydidsoinordernottomissanypoint.
Itisalsonoteworthythattheparticipantsdidnotrepairalerrorswithconfidence.
Therewerecasesinwhichthewritersputaquestionmarknexttotherepairedpartsin
theirreviseddrafts,explicitlyindicatingthattheywerenotconfidentaboutthewaythey
fixedtheirerrors.Suchreactiontofeedbackresonatedwithoneinterviewee・sobservation
thatshealwaystriedherbesttorepairtheindicatederrorsandlatertestedherhypotheses
bycomparingthem tothecorrectionsorreformulationsthattheteacherprovided(Shiori
interview).Thereisapossibilitythatotherstudentsresortedtothesamedraftingstrategy.
Furthermore,thetextanalysesprovidedhintsconcerning which typesoferrorsor
problemsrequired repeated feedback.Theuseofcorrectverb-tenseforms,subject-verb
agreement,and definiteand indefinitearticlesseemed to presenta chalengeto the
participants,clearlyrequiringrepeatedteacherfeedback.
Thetypesofcontent-based feedback mostfrequently provided,and utilized,were
instructionstoprovidedetaileddescriptionsonanimportantpointortospecifythereferent
ofapronoun(e.g.,holdingapart-timejob,insteadofit).Concerningthedetaileddescription,the
participants・responsevariedfrompersontoperson.Someexpandedtheiressayssubstantialy
toexpressmeaningfulideasingreaterdetail,whereasotherssimplyaddedafewwordsto
actasevidencethattheyrespondedtothefeedback.Ontheotherhand,specifyingthe
referentofapronounwasamucheasiertask,andthosewhopaidattentiontotheteacher
feedbacktendedtoresolvethisproblem afterthefirstfeedback.
Amongthethreefeedbackcategories,paragraph-structurefeedbackseemedtohavea
particularlylonglastingeffectontheparticipants・writing.Firstofal,mostparticipants
masteredthebasicparagraphconstruction(e.g.,amainideasentence,supportingsentences,
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andaconcludingsentence)afterreceivingtheteacher・smetalinguisticexplanationinclass.
Then,mostofthosewhodidnotfulyunderstanditlearnedtheruleafterthefirstfeedback
session.A fewstudentswereconfusedabouttheparagraphstructureatthebeginningand
continuedtowritealistofsentences,insteadofaparagraph,untilmid-semester.However,
algraspedthebasicstructurebytheendofthesemester.Inaddition,theylearnedother
paragraphingrulesanddevices(e.g.,indentation,sequencemarkers)anddifferentrhetorical
patternsafterreceivingnegativefeedbackonceortwice.Veryfewstartedmakingthesame
paragraphingerrorsagain.
PreliminaryandFinalEssays
Inordertodetermineiftheparticipants・overalEFLwritingskilsimproved,themeans
forthepreliminaryandfinalessaytestswerecompared.First,theresultofaPearsonproduct-
momentcorrelation coefficienttestshowed thattheinter-raterreliability between the
researcherandtheotherraterwas0.94.Then,themeanofthetworaters・scoreswere
computed,andthepaired-samplest-testresultsshowedthatthefinalessaytestmean(M
＝4.20,SD＝0.97)wassignificantlyhigherthanthepreliminaryessaytestmean(M＝2.54,SD
＝0.62),t(23)＝7.71,p＝0.001,evidencing thattheparticipants・overal L2writing skils
improvedafterfourmonthsofwritingpracticeandprovisionofWCF.
Discussion
ResearchQuestion1was:How doJapaneseEFLwritersperceivetheeffectsofform-
focusedfeedbackandcontent-basedfeedbackontheiracquisitionofgrammaticalformsand
L2writingskils?Theanswerwasthattheygeneralyperceivedform-focusedWCFasmore
usefulthancontent-basedfeedbackfortheacquisitionofgrammaticalformsinL2writing.
Al participants indicated their preference for form-focused feedback,whereas some
acknowledgedthatcontent-basedfeedbackhaditsimportantrolestoplay.
Theparticipantsinthisstudywerefirst-yearEnglishmajorswhohadjuststarted
learningcommunicativeskilsinwrittenandspokenEnglish,andthiswaspartialythe
reason why they were heavily dependenton the teacher・s form-focused WCF.Their
preferenceforform-focusedfeedbackwasinaccordwiththeearlierresearchers・proposal
thatlearnerswithlesslinguisticexperienceorlower-proficiencyreliedmoreheavilyon
form-focusedWCFthanhigher-proficiencylearners(Hedgcock&Lefkowitz,1994;Montgomery
& Baker,2007).Thefactthatsomeoftheintervieweesexpressedtheirstrongerdesirefor
form feedbackinL2writingthaninL1writingalsoresonatedwiththiscommonlyobserved
tendency.
Asmentioned in theResultsection,a significantpointisthattheparticipants・
preferenceforform-focused feedback wasderived from theEFL classroom culturein
Japanesejuniorhighandhighschoolswheregrammaticalaccuracywasstronglyemphasized
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anderrorcorrectionwasthepredominanttypeofwrittenfeedbackprovided.Formost
participants,itwastheonly typeoffeedback they had received beforeentering the
university,althoughmostlyinsentence-levelcomposition,andtheyperceivedittobethe
majorpartoftheinstructionalroutineinEFLwritingcourses.Japanesestudents・tendency
toretaintheirhigh-schoollearningstrategyisnotuncommon,asisilustratedbyOno,
Midorikawa,andRobson・s(2001)reportthattheemphasisonreadingaloudandtranslation
inhighschoolhadalastinginfluenceonjunior-colegestudents・languagelearningstyles
evenaftertheyweretaughtmorepracticalreadingstrategies.Inthepresentstudy,eventhe
participantwhohadreceivedtraininginparagraphwritinginhighschoolregardedthe
focus-on-formsgrammaranalysisexercisesasthebaseforL2writingtraining.Itseemed
thattheirfocus-on-forms-orientedview ofL2writinghaddevelopedthroughjunior-high-
schoolandhigh-schoolEFLeducationandcontinuedtoinfluencetheirlearningstrategy
evenaftertheybecameEnglishmajorsinuniversity.
Anotherusefuldiscoveryconcerningtheparticipants・preferenceforform-focusedfeedback
wasthatlearnerswith limitedlinguisticknowledgeorattentionalresourcesmightfeel
encouragedtotakeriskswhentheyexpectednegativefeedbackongrammaticalerrorsfrom
theteacher.Somelearnersutilizedtheteacher・sform-focusedfeedbacktotesttheirhypotheses
aboutlinguisticstructureswhilerepairingtheirownerrors.Inaddition,therewerestudents
who explicitly indicated theirfeeling ofuncertainty abouttheirself-corrections.Thus,
whereasHyland(1998,2003)reportedthatexcessiveform-focusedfeedbackonbasicgrammatical
formspreventedESL learnersfrom tryingtousemorecomplexstructures,thepresent
study ilustrated a positiveroleofconstantform-focused feedback forJapaneseEFL
students,whoutilizedittocompensatefortheirlinguisticweaknesses.
Participants・perceptionsvariedregardingwhethertheywantedmorefeedbackonrule-
governeditemsoronlexicalitems.Higher-proficiencystudentstendedtoneedWCFonlyon
rule-governedlinguisticfeatures,whichwasinaccordwithBitchener,Young,andCameron・s
(2005)findings.However,thosewhoneededmorescaffoldingappreciatedtheteacherfeedback
onlexicalitemsincludingprepositions.Forexample,theycouldnotautomaticalyrecalthe
rightprepositionaspartofalexicalphraseandexpectedrepeatedWCFuntiltheyfinaly
assimilatedtheunfamiliarform.Theimplicationis,however,thateventheweakerstudents
mightlearntodealwithlexicalphraseswithlessfeedbackastheybecomemoreadvanced
writersinthefuture.
ResearchQuestion2was:Howeffectivelydotheparticipantsutilizetheteacherwritten
feedbacktorevisetheirdrafts?Mostparticipantsconsistentlypaidattentiontoteacher
feedback,andtheysuccessfulyrepairedapproximatelytwo-thirdstothree-fourthsoftheir
grammaticalordiscourse-construction errors.They utilized thecontent-based feedback
slightlylessefficiently,butthiswasnotsurprisingwiththefirst-yearEFLstudentsbecause
thecontent-basedcommentsrequiredthem tothinkdeeplytogeneratenew ideasand,as
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first-yearuniversitystudents,theycouldnotdosowithgreatfacility.
Itisacknowledgedthattheirself-correctionwasbasicalyaneditorialtask.However,
theparticipants・positivereactiontoWCF wasrecognized,theindirectteacherfeedback
usingcodesengagedthem insomecognitivethinking,andtheirgeneralwritingabilities
improvedoverthesemester,supporting theview thatediting itselfcontributestothe
acquisitionofwritingskilsaslongastheteacherengageslearnersincognitiveproblem-
solvingbyprovidingindirectcorrectivefeedbackandrequiringthem torevisetheirtexts
(Ferris,2004).
Textanalysisandinterview resultscombinedshowedthatparagraphfeedbackhada
strongercarryovereffectonJapaneseEFLstudents・L2writingthangrammar-focusedor
content-basedfeedback.Thisismostlikelybecausethenumberofparagraphconstruction
rulesislimited,andtheparticipantsmustapplythem toeverywritingtask.Thisresearch
projectwascompleted within asemester,and afterasummerorspring break,some
studentsmightforgettherulestheyhavelearned.However,eveniftheysufferatemporary
setback,theycaneasilyreacquirethesamerulesafterreceivingrepeatedfeedback.
ThetextanalysesandinterviewsalsosuggestedthatJapaneseEFL teachersshould
providemoreWCFonthebasicgrammaticalformsthatlearnersneedtouseinanytypeof
writing.Althoughtherearemanyothercomplexgrammaticalforms,includingrelative
pronounsand hypotheticalconditionals,L2writerscan chooseto avoid such complex
structuresandexpresstheirideasbyusingsimplerstructures.Ontheotherhand,eventhe
simplestsentenceswouldinvolveverbconjugation,subject-verbagreement,andthearticles,
andL2studentswithalimitedcommandofEnglishoftencannotfulyattendtothose
formsduring real-timelanguageprocessing.Consequently,thebasicformsthatoccur
frequentlymaybeworthemphaticorrepeatedteacherfeedback.
Item learninginvolvinglexicalitemsdiffersfrom system learning,andtheparticipants・
useofnewvocabularyitems,lexicalphrases,oridiomaticusageofprepositionsandarticles
in noun phrasesvariesfrom person toperson.Somelearners,whoarenotexpertat
grammaticalanalysisbutconfidentabouttheirability torote-memorizewords/phrases,
mightbenefitmorefromdirecterrorcorrection.Moreanalyticallearnersmightutilizerepeated
indirectfeedback better.Thus,theteachermustpay attention to individuallearners・
characteristicsandproficienciestothebestoftheirabilitiesalthoughitisoftendifficultin
alargeclassinvolvingsomeunmotivatedstudents.
Conclusion
Thestudy resultsindicated thatal participantspreferred to receiveform-focused
feedbacksothattheycouldexpresstheirideasaccurately,whereassomealsoappreciated
contentfeedbackfororganizingtheirparagraphsbetterandacquiringtechniquestoattract
theaudience・sattention.Theyconsistentlypaidattentiontoteacherfeedbackandutilizeditto
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revisetheirtexts,whichisanimportantstepfortheacquisitionofL2writingskils.The
teacherprovidedparagraphing-relatedfeedbacklessfrequently,buttheparagraphingrules
wereapplicabletoeverynewpieceofwritingandthushadalastingeffectonEFLlearners・
writingand,psychologicaly,alowedthemtoenjoyafeelingofself-confidenceandsatisfaction.
SomeindividualdifferenceswereobservedregardingthewaylearnersrespondedtoWCF,
which was clearly attributable to their linguistic proficiencies and language-learning
experiences.
Thisstudywasdesignedtobeanactionresearchproject,andtheresultshavesuggested
thefolowing measurestoimprovethequality ofthepertinentEFL course.First,the
teachermaycontinuetoprovideform-focusedfeedbacktoguidestudentstonotice,and
repair,theirownerrors.However,itisimperativethathekeeptrackofthestudents・
improvementinL2skilsandregulatetheprovisionofform andcontentfeedback,depending
ontheircurrentlanguageproficienciesandtheirpastwritingexperiences.Itmustbenoted
thattheintroductionofanew topicorrhetoricalpatternalsorequiresreconsiderationof
theproportionsofform andfeedbacktoofferandtheorderinwhichform,content,and
paragraphfeedbackareprovided.
Comprehensiveandconstantform-focusedfeedback islikely toencouragenoviceL2
writerstotakerisksandexpandtheirrepertoireofsentencestructuresandexpressions
becausetheyarereassuredthatthecorrectformswilbeeventualyprovided.Unfocused
feedbackispreferablebecausestudentsclearlypreferfeedbackonalgrammaticalforms,
hopingtoimprovetheiroveralwritingskils,buttheteachershouldbecarefulnotto
overwhelm,orintimidate,them withanexcessiveamountofform feedback.Ifthetarget
formsneedtobeprioritized,thebasicerrortypesthatL2writerscannotavoidusinginany
typeofparagraphoressaywriting(e.g.,verb-tenseproblems,subject-verbagreement,definite
andindefinitearticles)shouldbetreatedfirst.
Ontheotherhand,theteachermaygradualyincreasetheamountofcontentfeedback
asthestudentsbuilduptheirwritingexperiencesandlearntocomposelongerpiecesof
writing.Occasionalreversiontothefocus-on-formsgrammarexplanationisbynomeans
harmfulasfarastheuntreatableformsareconcerned,butthestudentsshouldbeguided
tocomposemoreideationalyinformativeessaysinfinerrhetoricalformssothatthey
wouldbereadyformoreadvancedEFL,orESL,courses.
Now thatitisclearthatmoststudentstendtoedittheirparagraphscarefulyin
responsetoWCF,theteachermaytrytoguidethem gradualytoacquireindependent
learningstrategiestodiscoverandretainnewgrammaticalformsandwritingtechniquesof
theirownaccord.Onepracticalstrategyforthispurposeistomakestudentslogtheirown
ideasandwriteupachartofthetypesoferrorstheymakefrequently,sothattheycanuse
itasachecklistineditingtheiressays,insteadofwaitingfortherepeatedteacherfeedback
onthesameerrors.Thestudentshavetendedtoutilizetheprovidedfeedbackconscientiously,
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buttheyneedtobeguidedtobemoreautonomouslearners.
Thestudyilustratedseveralissuesforfutureinvestigation.Again,themostinteresting
finding wasthattheclassroom culturesin high schoolhadapersistenteffecton the
university students・perceptionsofform-focusedandcontent-basedfeedback.Thus,itis
necessarytoinvestigatewhichspecificgrammaticalformslearnersacquiredthroughfocus-
on-formsteachinginhighschoolandhavebroughttotheuniversitywritingclass.Additional
in-depthinterviewsandquestionnairesurveysmayhelpclarifythisissue.
Thenextmajorpointofinvestigationistodeterminewhichspecificgrammaticalforms,
ordiscourseconstructiondevicesWCFcanhelpJapaneseEFLlearnersacquire.Now that
thelearners・perceptionsofWCFhavebeenexplainedindetail,thenextstageistoevaluate
itsactualeffectsonlanguageacquisition.Onealternativeapproachistoprepareatest
tailoredtowhateverylearnerhaslearnedthroughtheassignedwritingtasks.However,the
administrationofsuchtestswouldbeextremelytime-consumingandentaillogisticdifficulties
fortheteacherswhomustdealwithalargenumberofstudents.Thus,thebestcompromise
suggestsadministrationofthepreliminary-andfinal-essayteststhatmeasurelearners・
acquisitionofseveralhigh-frequencygrammaticalforms.Thebasicgrammaticalrulesthat
theyusefrequentlyinanyformofL2writing(e.g.,subject-verbagreement,tenseagreement,
pronounforms,thearticlesystem,andlexicalphrasesoftenusedasdiscourseconstruction
devices)arethemajortargetformsforinvestigation.
Anothermajorissuethatneedstobeaddressedinfuturestudiesisthetimingfor
providingform,content,andparagraph-structurefeedback.Itiscommonpracticetoprovide
contentfeedbackonthefirstdraftandform feedbackonlaterdrafts.However,different
groupsofEFL orESL studentshavedifferentlanguage-learningschemaandutilizethe
providedfeedbackindifferentways.Eventhesamestudentmightchangehis/herlearning
strategyintheprocessofacquiringfinerlinguisticformsanddiscourse-levelwritingskils.
Furtherinvestigationconcerningtheorderinwhichdifferentcategoriesoffeedareprovided
isindubitablyanimportantresearchissuetopursue.
ThepresentprojecthasdescribedagroupofJapaneseEFLstudents・perceptionsof,and
responsesto,WCFinaparticularclassroom context.Theresultsofthisstudy,althougha
smal-scaleactionresearchproject,havelaidanimportantfoundationforfuturestudies
abouttheeffectsofWCFonEFLlearners・acquisitionofindividualgrammaticalformsand
abouttheamountofform-focusedfeedbacktobeprovidedoneachdraftorateachstageof
awritingcourse.Everycategoryoffeedback(form,content,andparagraphfeedback)hasan
importantroletoplayforlanguageacquisition,andtheultimategoalforEFLteachersis
todeterminetheoptimalcombinationofdifferentcategoriesoffeedbackforeachtarget
learnergroup.Inthisrespect,thepresentstudyhasprovidedusefulhintsforefficientL2
writinginstructionandmeaningfulresearchstudiesinthefuture.
（21）
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